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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Application No. 09/942,569 RCE filed 
8/19/2005 to the original application filed 8/3 1/2001 by Berthelot et al. entitled "Method and 
Device for Adapting the Content of Documents of an Information Server". 



2. The Office withdraws all previous objections/rejections raised, in light of the amendment. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tso (US 
Patent No. 6,959,3 1 8, filed Mar. 6, 1 998 and issued Oct. 25, 2005, hereafter referred to as "Tso") 
in view of Dutta et al (US Patent No. US 6,615,212, filed Aug. 19, 1999 and issued Sep. 2, 2003, 
hereafter referred to as "Dutta"). 



Regarding independent method claim 1, Tso discloses: 

A method of providing content of documents via a network, comprising the steps 

of: 

transcoding a first content into a second content according to each of a 
plurality of characteristics, said transcoding of said first content taking place 
before a reception of a request for access to said first content; (col. 6 lines 45-65, 
esp. lines 49-61 discussing actions prior to client request) 
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receiving a request for access to a said first content from a user terminal, 
said access request beginning a communication session; (Abstract, col. 6 lines 
45-65 and col. 9 lines 12-18) 

... ; and 

sending said second content corresponding to the derived characteristic to 
said user terminal in response to said access request (col. 6 lines 45-65, esp. 
lines 54-63) 

Tso, however, does not explicitly disclose: 



deriving a characteristic contained in said access request; and 



Dutta, though, discloses: 



deriving a characteristic contained in said access request; (Abstract, 
discussing a determination that a client does not have the necessary processing 
software) and 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Dutta for the benefit of Tso, because to do so would have allowed a 
transcoding system designer to increase processing efficiency, as taught by Dutta in the Abstract 
and col. 2 lines 33-36. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
transcoding of data. 

Regarding claim 2, which is dependent upon claim 1, Tso further discloses: 

wherein the transcoding step is interrupted on reception of a request for 
access to the first content (Abstract and Fig. 3 #25 and #16) 
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Regarding claim 3j, which is dependent upon claim 1, Tso further discloses: 

wherein, at the transcoding step, content of all documents situated on an 
information server is transcoded according to said characteristics, (col. 6 lines 
35-65, esp. lines 45-65 discussing "some or all") 

Claim 3 2 is substantially similar to claim 3i, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 4i, which is dependent upon claim 1, Tso further discloses: 

wherein, at the transcoding step, content of only some documents situated 
on an information server is transcoded according to said characteristics, (col 6 
lines 35-65, esp. lines 45-65 discussing "some or all") 

Claim 4 2 is substantially similar to claim 4i, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 5i, which is dependent upon claim 1, the limitations of claim 1 have 

been previously discussed: 

Tso, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

further comprising a step of determining an order of processing for the 
transcoding of content situated on an information server. 

Dutta, though, discloses: 

further comprising a step of determining an order of processing for the 
transcoding of content situated on an information server. (Abstract, discussing a 
determination of whether or not to transcode a first format into second format) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Dutta for the benefit of Tso, because to do so would have allowed a 
transcoding system designer to increase processing efficiency, as taught by Dutta in the Abstract 
and col. 2 lines 33-36. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
transcoding of data. 

Claim 5 2 is substantially similar to claim 5i, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 6s_i Tso further discloses: 

wherein, at the determination step, the order of processing of the content 
is determined according to frequency of access to the content on the information 
server, (col. 8 lines 33-55 discussing access probabilities, in context of col. 6 lines 
35-67) # 

Claim 6 5 _ 2 is substantially similar to claim 65-1, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 76-s-i, Tso further discloses: 

wherein only some content having a frequency of access greater than a 
threshold amount are transcoded. (col. 8 lines 33-55 discussing access 
probabilities, in context of col. 6 lines 35-67) 



Claim 7 6 -s-2 is substantially similar to claim 76-5-1, and therefore likewise rejected. 
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Regarding claim 85.1 Tso further discloses: 

wherein, at the determination step, the order of processing of the content 
is determined according to a tree of the content on the information server, (col. 6 
lines 35-65, esp. lines 45-51 discussing HTML document processing, it being 
well-known in the art that HTML documents are abstracted as tree data structures 
having the document content represented by the nodes of the tree) 



Claim 8 5 _ 2 is substantially similar to claim 85.1, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 9i, Tso further discloses: 

wherein, at the deriving step, the characteristic contained in said access 
request is chosen amongst characteristics of a terminal of said user, 
characteristics of a communication network between said user and an 
information server, and characteristics peculiar to the user. (Abstract and col. 4 
lines 36-61) 



Claim % is substantially similar to claim 9i, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 10i, Tso further discloses: 

further comprising a step of eliminating said transcoded content at the end 
of the communication session between said user terminal and an information 
server, (col. 10 lines 1-40) 



Claim 102, which is dependent upon claim 2, is substantially similar to claim 10i, and 
therefore likewise rejected. 
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Claim 11 is directed to a device comprised of the means for implementing the method of 
claim 1. As such claim 1 1 is substantially similar to claim 1, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Claim 12 is substantially similar to claim 5 (i.e., claims 5i and 52), and therefore likewise 
rejected. 



Claims 13i and 13 2 are substantially similar to claims 10i and 10 2 , respectively, and 
therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 14 u , which is dependent upon claim 1 1, the limitations of claim 1 1 

have been previously discussed. 

Tso, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein said receiving means, said analyzing means, and said transcoding means 
are incorporated in: 

a microprocessor; 

a read only memory adapted to store a program for transcoding the 
content of documents; and 

a random access memory comprising: registers transcoded to store 
variables modified during the running of said program. 

Dutta, though, discloses: 

wherein said receiving means, said deriving means, and said transcoding means 
are incorporated in: 

a microprocessor; (Fig. 3 #302) 

a read only memory adapted to store a program for transcoding the 
content of documents; (Fig. 3 #330) and 
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a random access memory comprising: registers transcoded to store 
variables modified during the running of said program. (Fig. 3 #304) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Dutta for the benefit of Tso, because to do so would have allowed a 
transcoding system designer to increase processing efficiency, as taught by Dutta in the Abstract 
and col. 2 lines 33-36. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
transcoding of data. 

Claim 14i2, which is dependent upon claim 12, is substantially similar to claim 14n, and 
therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 15i is directed to a server comprised of the means for implementing the method of 
claim 1. As such claim 1 5 1 is substantially similar to claim 1, and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 15 2 is directed to a server comprised of the means for implementing the method of 
claim 2. As such claim 152 is substantially similar to claim 2, and therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 16! is directed to a communication network comprising at least one server 
comprised of the means for implementing the method of claim 1. As such claim 16i is 
substantially similar to claim 1, and therefore likewise rejected. 
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Claim 16 2 is directed to a communication network comprising at least one server 
comprised of the means for implementing the method of claim 2. As such claim I62 is 
substantially similar to claim 2, and therefore likewise rejected. 



Claim 17i is directed to a computer program on a computer readable medium for 
implementing the method of claim 1. As such claim 17i is substantially similar to claim 1, and 
therefore likewise rejected. 

Claim 172 is directed to a computer program on a computer readable medium for 
implementing the method of claim 2. As such claim 172 is substantially similar to claim 2, and 
therefore likewise rejected. 



Regarding claim 18n-n, which is dependent upon claim 13n, the limitations of claim 

1 3 1 1 have been previously discussed. 

Tso, however, does not explicitly disclose: 

wherein said receiving means, said analyzing means, and said transcoding means 
are incorporated in: 

a microprocessor; 

a read only memory adapted to store a program for transcoding the 
content of documents; and 

a random access memory comprising: registers transcoded to store 
variables modified during the running of said program. 

Dutta, though, discloses: 

wherein said receiving means, said deriving means, and said transcoding means 
are incorporated in: 

a microprocessor; (Fig. 3 #302) 
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a read only memory adapted to store a program for transcoding the 
content of documents; (Fig. 3 #330) and 

a random access memory comprising: registers transcoded to store 
variables modified during the running of said program, (Fig. 3 #304) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Dutta for the benefit of Tso, because to do so would have allowed a 
transcoding system designer to increase processing efficiency, as taught by Dutta in the Abstract 
and col. 2 lines 33-36. These references were all applicable to the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
transcoding of data. 

Claim 18i3_i2 is substantially similar to claim 18i3.n, and therefore likewise rejected. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments filed 8/19/2005 (via RCE) have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

It is respectfully noted that Applicant's amendments to the claims significantly changes 
the scope of the claimed invention as a whole. As such, Applicant's arguments concerning the 
previous rejections of claims 1-18 under 35 USC 103(a) have been rendered moot. 



Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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7. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Robert M Stevens whose telephone number is (571) 272-4102. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:00 - 2:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H. Feild can be reached on (571) 272-4090. The current fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Additionally, the main number for Technology Center 2100 is (571) 272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Robert M. Stevens 

Reg. No. 47,972 

Art Unit 2176 

Date: November 12, 2005 
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